Remarks 

Applicants respectfully request entry of this amendment, and 
reconsideration and allowance of the captioned application. In 
the pending Office Action, claims 1-23, 34-43 and 65 are 
withdrawn from consideration due to a restriction requirement. 
In this Amendment, claims 24, 28 and 49 are amended. 

1. In the pending Office Action, claims 26-32, 49-56, 60-64 
and 67 are objected to but allowable if rewritten in independent 
form with all limitations of claims from which they depend. In 
this Amendment, claims 28 and 49 are rewritten in independent 
form, incorporating all limitations of the original independent 
claim 24 from which they each depended. Claims 29-32 depend 
directly or indirectly from claim 28, and claims 50-55 depend 
directly or indirectly from claim 49. Therefore, claims 28-32 
and 49-55 are allowable in accordance with the Office Action. 
Claims 26, 27, 56, 60-64 and 67 still depend directly or 
indirectly from claims 24 or 57 that are allowable for the 
reasons stated below. 

2. The Office Action rejects claims 24, 25 and 33 as being 
anticipated by McDonnell. 

Independent claim 24 is amended not for reasons of 
patentability, but merely to clarify that the spring arms are 
flexible and that the flexibility facilitates the disengagement 
from the supporting structure. Locking lugs 10, 2 0 and 21 of 
McDonnell are not flexible. For example, McDonnell states that 
the entire mounting member 11 is moved downward to engage the 
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locking lugs in the slots (2:10-14), which teaches away from 
flexible spring arms for mounting. Therefore, McDonnell does not 
anticipate independent claim 24. 

Claims 25 and 33 depend from claim 24, and are allowable for 
that reason alone. They also are not anticipated by McDonnell 
for at least the following additional reasons. 

Claim 25 requires symmetrically opposing spring arms. 
However, extended portion 22 of each of locking lugs 10, 20 and 
21 in McDonnell extends in the same direction (down) , so no two 
of the McDonnel locking lugs can be said to be symmetrically 
opposing each other. Furthermore, claim 25 requires that the 
symmetrically opposing spring arms are securingly engageable to 
the supporting structure in either of at least two orientations 
with respect to the supporting structure. However, McDonnell 
only discloses its lugs engaging slotted standard SS in one 
orientation. There would be no reason to turn mounting member 11 
upside down but, if one did, it would have to be moved upward for 
extended portions 22 to engage the slots. The mounting member 
would then fall downward and the lugs would not be secure in the 
slots. McDonnel does not disclose the claim 25 requirements. 

Claim 33 requires that the stationary portion is mountable 
to the supporting structure using a fastener through an opening 
of the stationary portion. The Office Action appears to rely on 
McDonnell's vertical hinge pin D. However, hinge pin D is not 
used to mount the mounting member 11 to the slotted standard SS. 
McDonnell's only disclosure of mounting a stationary portion to a 
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support structure is the locking lugs 10, 20 and 21 that do not 
satisfy the claim 33 requirements. 

3. The Office Action rejects claims 44-48, 57-59, 66 and 
68-71 as obvious over McDonnell in view of Roots. 

Claims 44-48 depend directly or indirectly from claim 24, 
and are allowable for that reason alone. They are also not 
rendered obvious by the cited references for at least the 
following additional reasons. The Office Action relies on Roots 
Fig. 1 showing two hinges. However, the rotating and stationary 
portions of both Root hinges will engage each other respectively, 
and this does not satisfy the requirements of claims 46-48 that 
the rotating and stationary sliding surfaces that slide against 
each other is determined by an orientation of the stationary 
portion with respect to the supporting structure. For example, 
see Fig. 2 7 and the end of paragraph 85 of the captioned 
application. Furthermore, it is not apparent from Roots that two 
stationary sliding surfaces are spaced apart from each other a 
generally greater distance than two rotating sliding surfaces are 
spaced apart from each other, or vice versa. However, it is 
apparent beyond cavil that Roots does not disclose or suggest 
both conditions. Therefore, the references cannot render obvious 
both claim 47 and claim 48. 

The Office Action does not separately discuss the 
limitations of independent claims 57 or 69 or their dependent 
claims 58, 59, 66, 68, 70 or 71, and does not explain how they 
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are rendered obvious by the references. The rejection is not 
supported by the cited references. 

For example, claim 57 and its dependent claims require that 
each of the rotating portions is rotatably connected to an 
adjacent one of the rotating portions (see e.g., Figs. 40-43 of 
the captioned application) . They require that, in addition to a 
first rotating portion engaging a stationary portion along 
helical sliding surfaces that cause the first rotating portion to 
move longitudinally upward relative to the stationary portion 
when it is rotated from its initial orientation with respect to 
the stationary portion, that a similar relationship exists 
between a second rotating portion and the first rotating portion. 
As another example, claim 59 requires a second hinge pin 
rotatably connecting the first and second rotating portions. 
These are examples of claim limitations that are not disclosed or 
suggested by either of the cited references or the combination of 
the two references. 

Applicants submit that the application is in condition for 
allowance, and request entry of the amendment, reconsideration 
and allowance. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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